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a simple authorization to sell within a definite time, but this is against 
the weight of authority. 17 

The exclusive right of the agent is not a "power coupled with an 
interest " and so the principal has the power, though not the right 19 
to revoke it, and the agent may recover damages for its revocation if 
it was given for a definite time, 20 or may treat the contract as rescinded 
and sue for the value of his services and expenditures. 21 However, 
in order to recover, the agent must show that he has suffered dam- 
ages, and to recover his commission he must produce a customer, 22 
although it has been held in two cases 23 that the principal is estopped 
by his wrongful breach of the contract to say that the agent would 
not have made a sale but for the principal's wrongful interference. 

H. C. K. 

Conditions — Conveyance to County for School Purposes— ^Grantor's 
Right of Re-entry — Charitable Trusts. — If land is granted to a municipal 
corporation 'to be used for a county high school,' may the grantor re- 
enter when it ceases to be used for such purposes? The Supreme 
Court, in a very lucid opinion by Henshaw, J., holds that the words 
were insufficient to create a right of re-entry for breach of condition, 
and that the grantor, therefore, cannot maintain ejectment. 1 Were not 
the words used sufficient to constitute a charitable trust, however? 2 
If that be so, the common law of conditions would be inapplicable, and 
there would be no need of re-entry for the purpose of revesting title, 
for the reason that the residue of the title beyond that needed for the 
fulfillment of the trusts was already vested in the grantor. 3 

Is it not possible that this view of the case was not called to the 
attention of the court? 4 If it be conceded, as it seems to have been 
by the court, that the grantee might renounce the trust, it would seem 
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most contrary to equitable principles to allow it to continue to hold 
the property discharged from the trusts. O. K. M. 

Corporations— Dissolution — Directors as Trustees. — A stockholder 
may set aside a judgment against a corporation which has been dis- 
solved for failure to pay its license tax under the State law. 1 Although 
this is clear and well established as a rule of law, does not the situ- 
ation suggest a practical difficulty under the statute? Under the law 
as it now stands, 2 the directors of a corporation at the time of its dis- 
solution become trustees of its assets. The person who has a claim 
against such a corporation, may encounter several difficulties. He may 
find that it is impossible to ascertain the persons who were directors 
at the time of the dissolution, because there is no public record pro- 
vided under the law which shows the names of persons who were 
charged as trustees by the dissolution. The records of the corporation 
may be lost or destroyed, or, again, the officers may be hard to locate. 
Would it not better serve the interests of all, and, in particular, credi- 
tors, to have incorporated in the law, instead of the present provision 
providing an absolute dissolution for failure to pay the license tax, one 
forfeiting the right of the corporation to do business, but preserving 
its existence for two years at least, for the sole purpose of suing and 
being sued. Many States have such provisions covering the dissolu- 
tion of corporations. 3 Substituted service by publication or otherwise 
may be allowed in such cases. 4 It would also facilitate matters to 
require that the names of all directors should be recorded in the county 
where the corporation carries on its business. 

The code provides that the directors at the time of the dissolution 
become trustees. Do they become trustees in the sense that they wind 
up the affairs of the corporation under the supervision of a court of 
equity? It is clear their trusteeship exists by virtue of the statute, 
from which they derive their powers rather than from the court. 5 They 
are, however, amenable to equity upon the application of a party in 
interest, — a creditor or a stockholder. 6 If the corporation was insol- 
vent, they would clearly be bound to administer the assets for the 
benefit of all the creditors. 7 If the corporation is apparently solvent, 
can the director-trustees pay off the claims in the order presented, or 
prefer creditors in the order in which they present themselves? It is 
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